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Interview Summary 



Examiner 



10/082,776 



Art Unit 



BENNETT ET AL 



Aimee J. Li 



2183 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1) Aimee J. Li . 



(3 )Steve Harike (Reg. No. 58.076) . 



(2) J. JoelJustiss (Reg. No. 48.981) . 



(4). 



Date of Interview: 08 August 2007 . 

Type: a)[EI Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: !)□ applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)E3 No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1,8 and 15 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Li, Paradv, and Wilford . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)D was not reached. h)IE) N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 



application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the mtennew. 



Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1 .1 33 Interviews 
Paragraph (b) 



The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclude* on the written record in the Office if that record is ttseif 
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of make the substance of an interview of record in the application file, unless 

interview by checking the appropriate boxes ^"^*^[^ Manual of Patent Examining Procedure, or pointing 

requirements for which interview recordation is otherwise provided for In S*™™^ recordation procedures below. Where the 
out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office a ^°" s .^^ Record is required, 

substance of an interview is completely recorded* an ^^mwjhnent ""-^f^ rirfrt hand portion of the file, and listed on the 

The interview Summary Form shall be 9^. n f a "?wropriate Paper No, _piacea turn ng applicant (or attorney or agent) at the 
•Contents" section of the file wrapper. In a personal « te ™^ the applicant's correspondence address 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Tvoe of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- n£JU*^i**~i attome v or r * exa ( miner ' SEIESST* 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- ttStt^SZ^iZSL o- nm b mm mmmt . *»« <— mm 

«*«e*. W , 1 »»«».»min.,.,^^ 

tZrjm&GS-mmVZ^X^ 
substance of the interview. 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should include all I east the following applicable items: 

1) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted. 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3 a" ESS So SSIeS- of a substantive nature dfecussed. un.ess these are already described on the 

Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, 
5) a brief identification of the general thrust of the P™«^ description of the arguments is not 

S those arguments which he or she feels were or might be persuaswe to the exammer.) 
?! } ESSS^S^ --ess already described in the Interview Summary Form completed by 

the examiner. 

Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant's record of the substance of ar .interview. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, me examiner will give the applicant an extendable one month time penod to correct the record. 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 

'X^'^S^t^SZ^'Z^ .ions <£h M da. .„„ th. ermine,'. Initials. 
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. C(%inuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/082,776 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicants' representatives and the Examiner discussed the 
proposed amendments to the claims and how they responded or overcame the art and arguments presented by the 
Examiner. The Examiner suggested that actually combining the two proposed amendments would be best. The 
Examiner also points out that simply adding the "single" language would not necessarily overcome the rejection, since 
the focus of the FIFO is the functionality not the particular structure. The Examiner also stated that further search and 
consideration would be needed of the added claim language before it could be determined that the rejection is 
overcome or allowability of the claims. 



